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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 

1 . Applicant's election of Group VIII, claims 47-52 (drawn to a "sliding blind gate-type de- 
header valve"), in the reply filed on September 26, 2007 is acknowledged. However, upon a 
further review of the claims, the requirement for restriction between Groups I-IX set forth in 
Office Action mailed on September 6, 2007 has been changed to a requirement for the election 
of species. This application contains claims directed to the following patentably distinct species: 

a. a plug-type de-header valve 

b. a ball-type de-header valve 

c. an adjusting wedge gate-type de-header valve 

d. a flexible wedge gate-type de-header valve 

e. a parallel slide gate-type de-header valve 
f a solid wedge gate-type de-header valve 

g. a sliding blind gate-type de-header valve 

h. a globe-type de-header valve 

The species are independent or distinct because the various valves are not disclosed as 
being capable of use together, and the various valves have different designs, modes of operation, 
and effects. 

Applicant is required under 35 U.S.C. 121 to elect a single disclosed species for 
prosecution on the merits to which the claims shall be restricted if no generic claim is finally 
held to be allowable. 

As indicated in the response, Applicant has elected species g., drawn to a "sliding blind 
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gate-type de-header valve". Claims 7 (in part) and 47-52 are readable on the elected species. 
Currently, claims 1-6 and 8-10 are generic. 

Upon the allowance of a generic claim, applicant will be entitled to consideration of 
claims to additional species which depend from or otherwise require all the limitations of an 
allowable generic claim as provided by 37 CFR 1.141. If claims are added after the election, 
applicant must indicate which are readable upon the elected species. MPEP § 809.02(a). 

Claims 1 1-46 and 53-58 are withdrawn from further consideration by the examiner, 37 
CFR 1 . 1 42(b), as being drawn to a non-elected invention. 

Terminal Disclaimer 

2. The terminal disclaimers filed June 18, 2007 disclaiming the terminal portion of any 
patent granted on this application which would extend beyond the expiration dates of U.S. 
6,660,131 and U.S. Application Nos. 11/151,055; 11/202,883; 11/396,982; 1 1/1 1 1,480 and 
10/983,417 have been reviewed and is accepted. The terminal disclaimers have been recorded. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 9, 10 and 47-52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 9, it is unclear as to the structural relationship between "a steam purge 
system" and the other elements of the apparatus. 

Regarding claim 10, it is unclear as to the structural relationship of "an internal material 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/73 1 ,874 Page 4 

Art Unit: 1797 

isolation and containment system" and the other elements of the apparatus. 

Regarding claims 47-52, a "sliding blind gate-type de-header valve", as recited in the 
preamble of the claims, is considered indefinite. See MPEP 2173.05(b). The addition of the 
word "type" to an otherwise definite expression extends the scope of the expression so as to 
render it indefinite, because it is unclear what "type" is intended to convey. Ex parte 
Copenhaver, 109 USPQ 118 (Bd. App. 1955); Ex parte Attig, 1 USPQ2d 1092 (BPAI 1986). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-4, 7, 9, 10, 47-49 and 51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Payne et al. (US 2,403,608) in view of Maa (US 4,771,805). 

• Regarding claims 1 , 2 and 7, Payne et al. (see FIG, 1 ; column 2, line 25 to column 4, line 

22) discloses an apparatus comprising: (a) a coke drum (i.e., coking chamber 1) having at least 

one port therein, said coke drum receiving material therein from a manufacturing system and 

process (i.e., the coking chamber 1 receives an oil stream from tubular heating furnace 2); and 

(b) a de-header valve (i.e., closure 15, comprising a sliding valve or other suitable closure; see 

column 2, line 47 to column 3, line 1) coupled to said port of said coke drum 1 for regulating the 

throughput of coked material 7. The apparatus of Payne et al. is the same as the instantly claimed 

apparatus, except Payne et al. is silent as to the valve 15 having the claimed configuration. 

Maa (FIGs. 1-3) teaches a sliding blind gate-type valve removably couple-able to a 
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pipeline or the like (see column 2, lines 39-44), said valve comprising: 

(1) a main body 10 having an orifice (i.e., passage 12) dimensioned to align with said 
pipeline or the like when the valve is coupled thereto (i.e., via flanges 14); 

(2) a valve closure (i.e., gate 26) operably supported by said main body 10, said valve 
closure 26 capable of being actuated to oscillate between an open position (see FIG. 2) and a 
closed position (see FIG. 1); 

(3) . means for supporting said valve closure, said means comprising a seat support system 
(i.e., including seat carrier 20, seal rings 58, annular seat members 78, annular members 80; see 
FIGs. 6, 7; column 3, line 38 to column 4, line 33; column 6, lines .8-38); 

(c) a continuously maintained metal-to-metal contact seal between said valve closure 26 and 
said means for supporting said valve closure (see Abstract; column 6, lines 8-42); and 

(d) means for actuating said valve closure 26 (e.g., a stem 38 and hand wheel 42; see column 
2, line 67 to column 3, line 13). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to substitute the valve taught by Maa for the valve 15 in the apparatus of Payne et al., 
because the valve taught by Maa would have predictably provided a satisfactory means for 
isolating and regulating the flow of coked material from the coking chamber, given its suitability 
of use in high pressure and particular/particular fluid environments (see column 1, lines 10-20). 
Furthermore, the substitution of known equivalent structures involves only ordinary skill in the 
art. In re Font 213 USPQ 532 (CCPA 1982); In re Susi 169 USPQ 423 (CCPA 1971); In re 
Siebentritt 152 USPQ 618 (CCPA 1967); In re RufflU USPQ 343 (CCPA 1958), and when the 
prior art is altered by the mere substitution of one element for another known in the field, the 
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combination must do more than yield a predictable result, KSR International Co, v. Teleflex Inc., 
82 USPQ2d 1385 (2007). 

Regarding claims 3 and 4, Maa teaches that the seat support system comprises dual, 
independent seats (i.e., seat members 78) positioned opposite one another on either side of 
closure 26, thus applying opposing forces upon said valve closure 26, wherein said seats are 
dynamic, and wherein the seat support system comprises at least one live loaded seat and seat 
assembly (see FIG. 7; column 3, line 39 to column 4, line 33; column 6, lines 8-42). 

Regarding claims 9 and 10, Payne et al., as best understood, discloses a steam purge 
system (i.e., steam, in regulated amounts, supplied via pipe 9 or 10; see column 2, lines 40-43; 
see FIG. 1); and a material isolation and containment system (i.e., hopper 14, which isolates coke 
via closures 15,16; see FIG. 1). . 

Regarding claims 47 and 48, Payne et al. (see FIG. 1 ; column 2, line 25 to column 3, line 
8) discloses a sliding blind gate-type deheader valve (i.e., a closure 15 for the coking drum 1, 
comprising a slide valve or other suitable closures). Payne et al., however, is silent as to the 
sliding blind gate-type deheader valve 15 having the instantly claimed configuration. 

Maa (see FIGs. 1-3) teaches a conventional sliding blind gate-type valve comprising: 
a main body 10 removably couple-able to a pipeline or the like (i.e., via flanges 14; see column 
2, lines 39-43), wherein said main body 10 comprises an orifice (i.e., passage 12) dimensioned to 
align with an opening of a pipeline or the like; a valve closure comprising a blind (i.e., gate 26) 
capable oscillating in a linear manner to open (see FIG. 2) and close (see FIG. 1) said valve; 
means for supporting said blind, wherein said means comprises a seat support system (i.e., 
including seat carrier 20, seal rings 58, annular seat members 78, annular members 80; see FIGs. 
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6, 7; column 3, line 38 to column 4, line 33; column 6, lines 8-38); and a metal-to-metal contact 
seal created between said valve closure 26 and said means for supporting a valve closure (see 
Abstract; column 6, lines 8-42). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to substitute the valve taught by Maa for the valve 15 in the apparatus of Payne et al., 
because the valve taught by Maa would have predictably provided a satisfactory means for 
isolating and regulating the flow of coked material from the coking chamber, given its suitability 
of use in high pressure and particular/particular fluid environments (see column 1, lines 10-20). 
Furthermore, the substitution of known equivalent structures involves only ordinary skill in the 
art. In re Foul 213 USPQ 532 (CCPA 1982); In re Susi 169 USPQ 423 (CCPA 1971); In re 
Siebentritt 152 USPQ 618 (CCPA 1967); In re Ruff\\% USPQ 343 (CCPA 1958), and when the 
prior art is altered by the mere substitution of one element for another known in the field, the 
combination must do more than yield a predictable result, KSR International Co, v. Telejlex Inc., 
82 USPQ2d 1385 (2007). . . 

Regarding claim 49, Maa teaches that the seat support system comprises dual, 
independent live loaded dynamic seats (i.e., seat members 78 with annular members 80; see FIG. 
7; column 6, lines 8-38) positioned on opposing sides of said blind 26. 

Regarding claim 51, Maa teaches that the seat support system comprises a single seat 
positioned about said blind 26 (i.e., a single seat carrier 20 surrounds the blind 26), said single 
seat comprising a dynamic seat (see column 3, line 39 to column 4, line 33; FIGs. 3, 7). 

5. Claims 1-3, 5, 7, 9, 10, 47, 48 and 50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Payne et al. (US 2,403,608) in view of Usnick et al. (US 4,174,728). 
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Regarding claims 1, 2 and 7, Payne et al. (see FIG. 1; column 2, line 25 to column 4, line 
22) discloses an apparatus comprising: (a) a coke drum (i.e., coking chamber 1) having at least 
one port therein, said coke drum receiving material therein from a manufacturing system and 
process (i.e., the coking chamber 1 receives an oil stream from tubular heating furnace 2); and 

(b) a de-header valve (i.e., closure 15, comprising a sliding valve or other suitable closure; see 
column 2, line 47 to column 3, line 1) coupled to said port of said coke drum 1 for regulating the. 
throughput of coked material 7. The apparatus of Payne et al. is the same as the instantly claimed 
apparatus, except Payne et al. is silent as to the valve 15 having the claimed configuration. 

Usnick et al. (FIGs. 1-6; column 2, line 14 to 5, line 56) teaches a sliding blind gate-type 
valve removably couple-able to a process line (i.e., by means of tapped holes 25 on annular 
flanges 21, 23), said valve comprising: 

(1) a main body 1 1 having an orifice (i.e., channel 53); 

(2) a valve closure (i.e., gate 13) operably supported by said main body and capable of being 
actuated to oscillate between an open and closed position (see column 2, lines 31-42); 

(3) means for supporting said valve closure, said means comprising a seat support system 
(i.e., including lower seat 29, upper seat 31); 

(c) a continuously maintained metal to metal contact seal between the valve closure and the 
means for supporting said valve closure (see column 5, lines 2-34; column 4, lines 3 1-56); and 

(d) means for actuating the valve closure (i.e., shaft 20, with external pneumatic actuator 12). 
It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 

was made to substitute the valve taught by Usnick et al. for the valve 15 in the apparatus of 
Payne et al., because the valve taught by Usnick et al. would have predictably provided a 
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satisfactory means for isolating and regulating the flow of coked material from the coking 
chamber, given its suitability of use in controlling the flow of highly abrasive particles (see 
column 4, lines 31-40). Furthermore, the substitution of known equivalent structures involves 
only ordinary skill in the art. In re Font 2U USPQ 532 (CCPA 1982); In re Susi 169 USPQ 423 
(CCPA 1971); In re Siebentritt 152 USPQ 618 (CCPA 1967); In re Ruff] 18 USPQ 343 (CCPA 
1958), and when the prior art is altered by the mere substitution of one element for another 
known in the field, the combination must do more than yield a predictable result, KSR 
International Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 82 USPQ2d 1385 (2007), 

Regarding claim 3, Usnick et al. teaches that the seat support system comprises dual, 
independent seats (i.e., lower seat 29 and upper seat 31) positioned opposite one another on 
either side of the valve closure 13, thus applying opposing forces upon the valve closure, said 
seats being selected from a static and a dynamic seat (see column 2, line 58 to column 3, line 22; 
also, column 5, lines 35-56). 

Regarding claim 5, Usnick et al. teaches that the seat support system comprises at least 
one static seat/seat assembly (e.g., the lower seat 29, supported by welded ring 27, see column 2, 
lines 58-60; or, the lower seat 29, welded to the lower flange 23, see column 5, lines 39-41). 

Regarding claim 9, Payne et al., as best understood, further discloses a steam purge 
system (i.e., steam, in regulated amounts, supplied via pipe 9 or 10; see column 2, lines 40-43; 
see FIG. 1). Alternatively, Usnick et al. further teaches that the valve comprises a purge system 
(see column 3, lines 48-60; FIG. 1). It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to provide a purge system in the modified apparatus of 
Payne et al., because the purge system further reduces deposition and buildup of particulates on 
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the sealing surfaces and also opposed deposition of particulates in the valve cavities, as taught by 
Usnick et al. (see column 4, lines 44-50). Although Usnick et aL does not specifically teach that 
steam may be used as the purge gas, Usnick et al. does indicate that "any suitable purge gas" 
may be used. Thus, it would have further been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to select steam for the purge gas in the modified apparatus of Payne 
et al., on the basis of suitability for the intended use and absent a showing of unexpected results 
thereof, because the Examiner takes Official Notice that steam would have been well recognized 
in the art as a suitable purge gas for removing particulates from valves. 

Regarding claim 10, Payne et al., as best understood, discloses a material isolation and 
containment system (i.e., hopper 14, which isolates coke via closures 15 and 16; see FIG. 1). 

Regarding claims 47 and 48, Payne et al. (see FIG. 1 ; column 2, line 25 to column 3, line 
8) discloses a sliding blind gate-type deheader valve (i.e., a closure 15 for the coking drum 1, 
comprising a slide valve or other suitable closure), Payne et al., however, is silent as to the 
sliding blind gate-type deheader valve 15 having the instantly claimed configuration. 

Usnick et al. (FIGs. 1-6; column 2, line 14 to 5, line 56) teaches a sliding blind gate-type 
valve comprising: a main body 11 removably couple-able to a process line (i.e., by means of 
tapped holes 25 on annular flanges 21, 23), wherein said main body 1 1 comprises an orifice (i.e., 
a flow channel 53) dimensioned to align with an opening of a process line (see column 2, lines 
47-57); a valve closure comprising a blind (i.e., valve gate 13) capable oscillating in a linear 
manner to open and close said valve (see column 2, lines 31-42); means for supporting said blind 
comprising a seat support system (i.e., an upper seat 31 and a lower seat 29); and a metal-to- 
metal contact seal created between said valve closure 26 and said means for supporting a valve 
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closure 29,31 (see column 5, lines 2-34; also, column 4, lines 31-56). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to substitute the valve taught by Usnick et al. for the valve 15 in the apparatus of 
Payne et al, because the valve taught by Usnick et al. would have predictably provided a 
satisfactory means for isolating and regulating the flow of coked material from the coking 
chamber, given its suitability of use in controlling the flow of highly abrasive particles (see 
■ column 4, lines 31-40). Furthermore, the substitution of known equivalent structures involves 
only ordinary skill in the art. In re Font 213 USPQ 532 (CCPA 1982); In re Susi 169 USPQ 423 
(CCPA 1971); In re Siebentritt 152 USPQ 618 (CCPA 1967); In re /?i#l 18 USPQ 343 (CCPA 
1958), and when the prior art is altered by the mere substitution of one element for another 
known in the field, the combination must do more than yield a predictable result, KSR 
International Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 82 USPQ2d 1385 (2007). 

Regarding claim 50, Usnick teaches that the seat support system 29, 31 comprise dual, 
independent static seats positioned on opposing sides of the blind 13 (see FIG. 4; column 2, line 
58 to column 3, line 22; column 5, lines 12-34). 

6. Claims 1-7, 9, 10 and 47-49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Payne et al. (US 2,403,608) in view of Marx et al. (US 5,927,684). 

Regarding claims 1 , 2 and 7, Payne et al. (see FIG. 1 ; column 2, line 25 to column 4, line 
22) discloses an apparatus comprising: (a), a coke drum (i.e., coking chamber 1) having at least 
one port therein, said coke drum receiving material therein from a manufacturing system and 
process (i.e., the coking chamber 1 receives an oil stream from tubular heating furnace 2); and 
(b) a de-header valve (i.e., closure 15, comprising a sliding valve or other suitable closure; see 
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column 2, line 47 to column 3, line 1) coupled to said port of said coke drum 1 for regulating the 
throughput of coked material 7. The apparatus of Payne et al. is the same as the instantly claimed 
apparatus, except Payne et al. is silent as to the valve 15 having the claimed configuration. 

Marx et al. teaches a sliding blind gate-type valve 10 removably couple-able to a pipe 
(i.e., via holes provided on its annular flanges, not labeled; see FIG. 8), said valve comprising: 

(1) a main body (i.e., casing 11) having an orifice (i.e., passage 17); 

(2) a valve closure (i.e., slide plate 16) operably supported by said main body, said valve 
closure capable of being actuated to oscillate between an open and closed position; ; 

(3) means for supporting said valve closure, said means comprising a seat support system 
(i.e., including seal rings 23, 35 with armouring 25, 36); 

(c) a continuously maintained metal to metal contact seal between said valve closure 16 and 
said means for supporting said valve closure (i.e., metallic sealing at surfaces 14, 15; see column 
2, lines 52-60; column 3, lines 16-25 and 32-37); and 

(d) means for actuating said valve closure (i.e., via rod 19 and drive system 18; see F.IG. 9). 
It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 

was made to substitute the valve taught by Marx et al. for the valve 15 in the apparatus of Payne 
et al., because the valve taught by Marx et al. would have predictably provided a satisfactory 
means for isolating and regulating the flow of coked material from the coking chamber, given its 
suitability of use in controlling the flow of particulate containing streams (see column 1, lines 
21-33). Furthermore, the substitution of known equivalent structures involves only ordinary skill 
in the art. In re Font 213 USPQ 532 (CCPA 1982); In re Susi 169 USPQ 423 (CCPA 1971); In 
re Siebentritt 152 USPQ 618 (CCPA 1967); In re RuffWS USPQ 343 (CCPA 1958), and when 
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the prior art is altered by the mere substitution of one element for another known in the field, the 
combination must do more than yield a predictable result, KSR International Co, v. Tele/lex Inc. , 
82 USPQ2dl385 (2007). 

Regarding claims 3-6, Marx et al. teaches that the seat support system comprises dual, 
independent seats 23/25 and 35/36 positioned opposite one another on either side of the closure 
16, thus applying opposing forces upon said closure 16, said seats being selected from a static 
and a dynamic seat. For instance, the seat support system may comprise at least one Hve loaded 
seat and seat assembly, at least one static seat and seat assembly, or a static seat positioned 
opposite a complimentary live loaded seat (e.g., a live-loaded seat 23/25, opposite a static seat 
35/36; see FIG. 6; column 5, lines 58-61; column 6, lines 5-14). 

Regarding claims 9 and 10, Payne et al., as best understood, discloses a steam purge 
system (i.e., steam, in regulated amounts, supplied via pipe 9 or 10; see column 2, lines 40-43; 
see FIG. 1) and a material isolation and containment system (i.e., a discharge hopper 14, which 
isolates coked material via closures 15,16; see FIG. 1). 

Regarding claims 47 and 48, Payne et al. (see FIG. 1; column 2, line 25 to column 3, line 
8) discloses a sliding blind gate-type deheader valve (i.e., a closure 15 for the coking drum 1, 
comprising ''slide valves or other suitable closures"). Payne et al., however, is silent as to the 
sliding blind gate-type deheader valve 15 having the instantly claimed configuration. 

Marx et al. teaches a sliding blind gate-type valve 10 comprising: a main body 11 
removably couple-able to a pipe (i.e., via holes provided on its annular flanges, not labeled; see 
FIG. 8), wherein said main body comprises an orifice (i.e., fluid passage 17); a valve closure 
comprising a blind (i.e., slide plate 16) capable oscillating in a linear manner to open and close 
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said valve; means for supporting said blind, said means comprising a seat support system (i.e., 
including seal rings 23, 35 with armouring 25, 36); and a metal to metal contact seal created 
between said valve closure and said means for supporting a valve closure (i.e., metallic sealing at 
surfaces 14, 15; see column 2, lines 52-60; column 3, lines 16-25 and 32-37). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to substitute the valve taught by Marx et al. for the valve 15 in the apparatus of Payne 
et al., because the valve taught by Marx et al. would have predictably provided a satisfactory 
means for isolating and regulating the flow of coked material from the coking chamber, given its 
suitability of use in controlling the flow of particulate containing streams (see column 1, lines 
21-33). Furthermore, the substitution of known equivalent structures involves only ordinary skill 
in the art. In re Foul 213 USPQ 532 (CCPA 1982); In re Susi 169 USPQ 423 (CCPA 1971); In 
re Siebentritt 152 USPQ 618 (CCPA 1967); In re RuffWS USPQ 343 (CCPA 1958), and when 
the prior art is altered by the mere substitution of one element for another known in the field, the 
combination must do more than yield a predictable result, KSR International Co. v. Tele/lex Inc. , 
82USPQ2d 1385 (2007). 

Regarding claim 49, Marx et al. teaches that said seat support system comprises dual, 
independent live loaded dynamic seats positioned on opposing sides of said blind (i.e., the seats 
may be pre-stressed on both sides of the slide plate 16; see column 5, lines 58-60). 

7. Claims 1, 2, 7-10, 47, 48 and 52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Payne et al. (US 2,403,608) in view of Riley (US 2,064,567). 

Regarding claims 1, 2, 7 and 8, Payne et al. (see FIG. 1; column 2, line 25 to column 4, 
line 22) discloses an apparatus comprising: (a) a coke drum (i.e., chamber 1) having at least one 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/73 1 ,874 Page 1 5 

Art Unit: 1797 

port therein, said coke drum receiving material therein from a manufacturing system and process 
(i.e., the coking chamber 1 receives an oil stream from tubular heating furnace 2); and (b) a de- 
header valve (i.e., closure 15, comprising a sliding valve or other suitable closure; see column 2, 
line 47 to column 3, line 1) coupled to said port of said coke drum 1 for regulating the 
throughput of coked material 7. The apparatus of Payne et al, is the same as the instantly claimed 
apparatus, except Payne et al. is silent as to the valve 15 having the claimed configuration. 
Riley teaches a sliding blind gate-type valve 20 comprising: 

(1) a main body (i.e., a casing 21) having an orifice (i.e., flow passage 22); 

(2) a valve closure (i.e., a metal gate 26; see page 1, column 2, lines 28-33) operably 
supported by said main body, said valve closure capable of being actuated to oscillate between 
an open position (see FIG. 1) and closed position (see FIG. 2) with respect to said orifice; 

(3) means for supporting said valve closure, said means comprising a seat support system 
comprising portions of said main body (i.e., grooved seat 38, with faces 39, 41; FIGs. 3, 4; page 
1, column 2, lines 33-40) adapted to support said valve closure and provide said contact seal: 

(c) a continuously maintained contact seal (i.e., against seat 39) between said valve closure 
and said means for supporting said valve closure (see FIG. 4; page 2, column 2, lines 57-75); and 

(d) means for actuating said valve closure 26 (i.e., via rack 32 and handwheel 36). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to substitute the valve taught by Riley for the valve 15 in the apparatus of Payne et aL, 
because the valve taught by Riley would have predictably provided a satisfactory means for 
isolating and regulating the flow of coked material from the coking chamber, given its suitability 
of use in controlling the flow of particulate containing streams, without clogging (see page 1 , 
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column 1, lines 1-31). Furthermore, the substitution of known equivalent structures involves 
only ordinary skill in the art. In re Font 213 USPQ 532 (CCPA 1982); In re Susi 169 USPQ 423 
(CCPA 1971); In re Siebentritt 152 USPQ 618 (CCPA 1967); In re RuffX 18 USPQ 343 (CCPA 
1958), and when the prior art is altered by the mere substitution of one element for another 
known in the field, the combination must do more than yield a predictable result, KSR 
International Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 82 USPQ2d 1385 (2007). 

Additionally, although Riley does not specifically state that the body 21 is formed from 
metal, such that the contact seal at 39 is metal to metal, it would have been obvious for one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to select a metal for forming the main 
body in the modified apparatus of Payne et al., because the Examiner takes Official Notice that 
the construction of valve bodies from metal, and the provision of metal to metal sealing in 
particulate containing environments, would have been considered conventional in the art. 

Regarding claims 9 and 10, Payne et al., as best understood, discloses a steam purge 
system (i.e., steam, in regulated amounts, supplied via pipe 9 or 10; see column 2, lines 40-43; 
see FIG. 1) and a material isolation and containment system (i.e., a discharge hopper 14, which 
isolates coked material via closures 15,16; see FIG. 1). 

Regarding claims 47, 48 and 52, Payne et al. (see FIG. 1; column 2, line 25 to column 3, 
line 8) discloses a sliding blind gate-type deheader valve (i.e., a closure 15 for the coking drum 
1, comprising "slide valves or other suitable closures"). Payne et al., however, is silent as to the 
sliding blind gate-type deheader valve 15 having the instantly claimed configuration. 

Riley teaches a sliding blind gate-type valve comprising: a main body 21 comprising an 
orifice 22; a valve closure comprising a blind (i.e., a metal gate 26; see page 1, column 2, lines 
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28-33) capable oscillating in a linear manner (i.e., using rack 32 and handwheel 36) to open and 
close said valve; means for supporting said blind, said means comprising a seat support system 
comprising portions of said main body (i.e., grooved seat 38, with faces 39, 41; see FIGs. 3, 4; 
also, page 1, columii 2, lines 33-40) adapted to support said valve closure and provide said 
contact seal; and a contact seal (i.e., against seat 39) created between said valve closure 26 and 
said means for supporting a valve closure (see FIG. 4; page 2, column 2, lines 57-75). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to substitute the valve taught by Riley for the valve 15 in the apparatus of Payne et al., 
because the valve taught by Riley would have predictably provided a satisfactory means for 
isolating and regulating the flow of coked material from the coking chamber, given its suitability 
of use in controlling the flow of particulate containing streams, without clogging (see page 1 , 
column 1, lines 1-31). Furthermore, the substitution of known equivalent structures involves 
only ordinary skill in the art. In re Font 213 USPQ 532 (CCPA 1982); In re Susi 169 USPQ 423 
(COP A 1971); In re Siebentritt 152 USPQ 618 (CCPA 1967); In re RuffWS USPQ 343 (CCPA 
1958), and when the prior art is altered by the mere substitution of one element for another 
known in the field, the combination must do more than yield a predictable result, KSR 
International Co, v. Teleflex Inc., 82 USPQ2d 1385 (2007). 

Additionally, although Riley does not specifically state that the body 21 is formed from 
metal, such that the contact seal at 39 is metal to metal, it would have been obvious for one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to select a metal for forming the main 
body in the modified apparatus of Payne et al., because the Examiner takes Official Notice that 
the construction of valve bodies from metal, and the provision of metal to metal sealing in 
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particulate containing environments, would have been considered conventional in the art. 

Response to Arguments 
8. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-10 and 47-52 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection, in view of the newly found prior art. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jennifer A. Leung whose telephone number is (571) 272-1449, 
The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30 am - 5:30 pm Monday through Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glenn A. Caldarola can be reached on (571) 272-1444. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Jennifer A. Leung 
December 5, 2007 




